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ABS-TRAM

The Washington State Legislature passed a bill in 1966 calling for a series of
studies and 'policy recommendatione relating ta the education of at-risk youth
throughout the state. Defined generally as all students not achieving at a
level expected for their age or grade in the regular classroom, these students
are served through a collection of special programs designed to meet their
special needs. Five cat*gorical progrrms were the focus of the studies
commissioned by the Superintendent of Public InstructionChapter 1 Regular,
Chapter 1 Migrant, Bilingual, State Compensatory Educataon, and Special
Education. Information drawn from state evaluations of these programs, the
state assessment system, two special statewide studies, pilot studies of
innovative inStructional methods in six distriats, and case studies Ord
testimony from nine other districts comprise the data source for the synth
presented in this report.

Findings highlighted in this report include the position that the generic
notion of an "at-risk" Or "special needs" population belies the heterogeneity
of educational needs of students in that population. These needs range from
severe physical handicaps and English language deficiencies which render
average classroom performance virtually impossible to evidence of below
average achievement in a single subject area which can be remediated with
supplementary educational help. Similarly, the local environment and
resources available to school districts throughout the state also vary
greatly. Local efforts at meeting.these students educational needs through
effective coordination of categorical program services or the provision of
such services through less restrictive in-class delivery must be given tine to
evolve toward smooth implementation and evaluation of effectiveness. Existing
state initiatives which promote statewide dissemination efforts following the
identification of effective practices must continue; and local districts must
be encouraged to include consideration of these special program services in
their ongoing self-assessments and school improvement plans.



In 1986, the Washington State Legislature passed SI- 1829, focusing on

instructional services to students with speeial needs. This bill was

requested by the Superintendent of Public I-str

expressed concerns of educators and the general pu-

in response to the

ut the ad cation cc

"at-risk" youth in Washingtonis schools. An initial activity mandated by this

legislation was the study of instructional services premided to studep.t5 in

need of ed cational assistance through categorical p ograms. Th State

Superintendent commissioned several such studies targeted on the policie 1

processes and outcomes of educational serVices to students with special needs

throughout the state. In these studies, special needs" children are all

those who are not adhieving in the classrcom at a level expedted for their a9e

or grade. This may be due to a variety of causes---ranging from specific

learning disorders arising from a physically handicapping condition to the

eumniavo effects of living in poverty. The full c- plement of these studies

has spanned the continuum Of sources of special educational neCds. Tbe

puroose of this report ls to synth_ ize the results of these studies, and to

describe the current state of the art in the edu ation Of speCial needc .

children throughout the state of Washington.

TEE STUDIES

Sources of information for ti , report include four statewide studies, two

highly focused studies on small samples of school districts, and case studies

from three school districts selected for their documented efforts at trying to

impr_ e the special services for these students. Before going on to examine

their results, in ligh. _f the issues at hand, a brief description Of these

sources is provided below.

,l. Washington Statewide Assessment---Each year, the state testing
office conducts an assessment of students' Reading, Math and



Language Arts skills in g s 4 u,, rd ra These results,
along with important backrnu infer iaticel on the 50,000
students tested at each pru,_ c...rikical information on
the adaievement of specizai nt. s zhroughout the state.

2. Statewide Teacher Surve v*----'1assroton t ..ilers from 300 of
Washington's elementary Ls were sixZveyed to gather
information on the natu irt rrtnaj services for students
with special educationa11 tees in trwir schools. The high rate
of response fran the zc fi.Ly aelectod sample ensures the
validity of these fiedintgl, reseelting an accurate picture of
these instructional serv1P-es -1tewide.

Statewide St-Ay_sIL Cat rogram Partici---Data from
a variety of sources at thq Iktate and district levels were
compiled to determine the patterns of student participation in
five categorical programs for children with special needs.
These five comprise the array of special programs at issue in
the current report, and results of this study provide answers to
questions of multiple program participation and student
achieN.ement rarely known among the collection of such dispa ate
programs.

4. Statewide Evaluation Reports of Individual Categorical
_,9_912_,rns---Gener ally, both state and federally funded

categorical programs produce annual evaluation reports
describing the nature, participation, and outcomes of their
services throughout the state. For purposes of this synthesis,
these reports were available for Chapter 1 Regular, Chapter 1
Migrant, Bilingual, and RAP programs.

The Enhancing Instructional Program Options Project
My_91.9_---Six school districts experinenting with methods of
providing instructional services to special need8 students.
They sought to renegotiate the relationship between basic and
special educational programs and strengthen the regular school
program for these students with special needs.

6. Testimon from three EIPOP districts--Three districts provided
detailed reports of their experiences in changing their delivery
of instruction to students with special educational needz.
These reports present the full spectrum of service provision to
these students at the local level--from the administrative
details at the school and district office to the dynamics of
working with special needs children in the classroan.

7 Case studies of six districts administer multi e cate orica.
programs---The coordination and delivery of special program
services from a variety of categorical programs are described
for six selected districts throughout the state.
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The full complement of these studies provides a aglobal look at the
education of students with special needs thrcugh the statewide studies, as
well as a detailed and spec fic look through the tesirrany and case studi s of
individual schools and distr i cts.. Var iat ions in prog-x am fund ing mechanisms,

eligibility requirerrents, participation and ach ieverit patterns, and the

nature of the instructional process are all ahundantLms represented in the

collection of these studies.

Again, the pu pose of this repert is to snthesiz .ffia the findings of these

studies to address the important questions of a variey of adiences on the
education of students with special needs throughout ttme state of Washington.
We will structure the report around the following fiv. questions:

1. Who are the special needs children in Washinton's scho
2. what special program services are ava lable o students with special

educational needs?

3. Are these programs serving different special needs students?
4. Are all of the needs of these students' beint met effectively?

5. How are the special program services provideat to those students who

qualify for them7

1. Who are the special needs children in Washington's schools?

A variety of characteristics describe students witla special educational

needs in Washington, but all have to do with their per or mance in the
classroom. Children who are achieving below expected tandards for their a.,3
or grade level are typically the focal point of these inecial program
services. Importantly, however, this "symptom" of low achievement can stem

fran many different causes and it is to these varying =auses that the
different categorical program services are directed.



Physical and emotional handicaps along a wide Coninuum of severity can
cause or influence poor performance in the classroom. Students who are
visually impaired , emotionally disturbed , or are expo= iencing specific

learning disabilities are examples of these. Special Education program

services are designed to help these students receive am complete education.

Insufficient fluency in the Engl sh language is al_ o a barrier to
acceptable performance in the classroom- Bilingual pr cgram services a e
provided for a variety of minority groups for whom Engglish is not the na ive
language.

Migrant ocoupa 'onal status also presents special earning problems for
children in these families. Moving in and out of corunmanities and schools,

sometimes several times in the same year, poses obviou obstacles to children
per2orming adequately in school. Chapter 1 Migrant prgrams and services are
available to these students.

The influence of poverty on students' performanc azin school has also been
the focus of special categorical program provision. Ctraapter I "Regular" (as

posed to Migrant) prog ams are targeted to low achieving students, but only
those attending schools with high concentrati,ns of chldren from low income

Finally, even if none of the special circumstances above are in evidence,
students who are simply not achieving at an r.cceptable level for their grade
can roe considered as having special educational needs. The State Remediation
Assistance Program (RAP) was designed to target the sain is. students as the
Chapter 1 Regular progran, but without the requ1remnt cacif poverty

concentration in the sthool.



Given these broad, descriptive characteristics of students with special

needs, an initial question might be "How many of these special needs students

are there in Washington?" In Table 1, there are estimates of these numbers

taken from a variety of state reports and data bases. These are not meant to

be exact figures for each category of special needs students, but are

sufficient to represent the magnitude of these needs among wc_shington's

students.

TABLE 1

Number of Special Needs Children in Washington
Estimates for 1985

Total Enrollment

Achieving below

Number of
Students

Percent of
Total Enrollment

741,130

grade level 508 45%

Living below
poverty standard 113,000 15%

Handicapped 66,222 9%

Migrant status 19,292 3%

Bilingual 13,939 2%

Washington's public school enrollment is approximately 750,000 students

statewide. Of these, nearly 45% are achieving below grade level standards

when these standards are based on national averages. Fute that if

Washington's students were achieving at the natioral average, this number

wrmad be 50%. While the a :ye average achievement reflects well on the

state's educational system, there are still a large number of students who can

be considered in special need using this broad definition---over 330,000

.students. The poverty criterion suggests that about 113,000 student6, or 15%



school population are needy in this regard. Over 60,000 studen

qualify under one f the 14 educationally hand capped

classifications. WashingtOn's migrant Student population just under

20,000, and students needing assL4tance in attaining fluency in the English

language number just under 14,000.

One can add these numbers and arrive at the alarming interpretation that

over 70% of the entire student population evidences some form of "special

need." This is not accnrate because it ignores the overlap of these

Characteristics in many of the same students. Research tells us that many

students from low incone families are also low achievers, for example. Data

presented later in this report will sh that many migrant students also need

assistance in English language development.

In fact, one of the purposes of the studies syn hesized here was to

determine to what extent these programs are serving the same students. Or,

from an administrative point of view, can these apparently very separate

programs be integrated to provide whatever services are needed to all of the

"at-risk" youth in Washington's schools?

To adequately address these questions, we must considetr all phases of the

five categorical prog ans under study here. In the next section, we will

briefly describe eaCh program and examine patterns of participati n and

achievenent of the special needs students they serve.

2. What special prooram services are currently available to students with

special educational needs?

This report is concerned with five 'Federal or state-funded programs for

students with special needs in Washington---Chapter I Regular, Chapter 1

4307e 6
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Migrant , iUflqkiE1 Education, Special Education, and the state Reirediation
Assistance ProgtarrtEn. while the five programs ar-7:- similar h-1 that they all

intend to serve obff&udents with some type of special needs, they are very
different in their= origins, from both educati nal and legislative
pererectives,, 'Xtiese differences must be carefully considered as we view the

y of program sza:ervices available to these children. In Table 2, we
character]. ze the& distinctIons and compote the five programs in

their basic intent=s, services provided, restrictions and funding sources. In
'rallies 3 and 4 we display the number of districts providing each of these

program services itirrid the number of special needs Students participating in

them statewide a ing the 1985-86 school year.



Chapter 1

State Rtmediation

Assistance Program

(PAP)

Migrant

Bilingual

Special Education

12

TABLE 2

Summary of Programs Available for Special Needs Children in Washington

Intended

Partictpants

Students achieving

below grade level in

schools with a high

percentage of

students from low

income families

Students achieving

below grade level;

half of funds must

be spent in

Chapter 1 eligible

schools

Students whose families

have Loved into the

state within past

5 years

Students whose

English language

skills are deficient

enough to impair

learning in basic

educational programs

Students exhibiting

characteristics of

one or more of ,

14 handicapping

conditions

Setvices Grade/ Fund

Provided Aqe Range SoUrce

Supplementary Pre-K - 12 Federal

assistance in

Reading, Math

and Language Arts;

also, communication,

readiness and

support services

Supplementary

assistance in

Readingo Math

and Language Arts

All curriculum

areas; related

suport services

on a supplementary

basis

Supplementary

assistance designed

to acquire English

language fluency

All curricular

areas, plus related

services needed to

receive an appropriate

public education

2-9 State

Ages 3-21 Federal

Pre-R - 12 State

Birth - 21 Federal

& State

13



The Cha ter 1 Re ular program (henceforth called simply "Chapter 1" ) is

the largest of these programmatic efforts outside of Special Education. The

federally funded program is offered in 281 of Washington's 299 school

districts, and serves nearly 60,000 students from pre-kinde garten

grade 12. In these districts, only schools with high concentrations of

poverty are allocated Chapter 1 funds, and low achieving students within these

schools aze served. The provision of supplementary assistance in basic skill

subject areas (Reading, Math and Language Arts) is concentrated at the early

grade levels, as is suggested by the data for grades 4, 8 and 10 in Table 3.

Reports from pr ev ious years show that over 50% of the participants in

Chapter 1 are in grades 1-4, and fewer than 10% are at the high school level.

This pattern is not unique to Washington. Nationally, Chapter 1 reports

consistently show that over t thirds of the cudents served are in

grades 1-6. Further, in Washington, the emphasis of these services is in

Reading. Appr ximately 75% of the Chapter 1 participants are receiving

assistance in Reading, 'while fewer than 30% are receiving assistance in Math.

The state Remediation Assistance Pro ram (RAP) was designed to provide

services to essentially the same type of special needs student as Chapter 1,

but in all schools in the district, regardless of their poverty levels. The

program is available only in grades 2-9, and is administered separately for

grades 2-6 and 7-9 with slightly different regulations in the two grade

banft. Nearly 30,000 students are served in RAP programs in 278 of

Washington's districts. Like Chapter 1, more elementary st±iool students than

junior high school students participate. Approximately 75% of the RAP

participants are in grades 2-6, while only 25% are in grades 7-9. Unlike

4507e



Chapter 1, however, RAP services are proviec more in Math than in ReaJing.

Previous reports show that over 50% of the students in RAP programs are

receiving assistance in Math, while fewer than 40% of these students are in
Reading.

The Chapter 1 Mi-rant program provides services in all curr cular areas to
children of age 21 in migratory families. Nearly 20,000 children qualify

for these services in Washington, the fourth largest total in the nation.

Instructional programs are offered in 60 of Washington' s school districts, and
materialS and other support serv ces are provided by Centers and special

projects throughout the state. Approximately 7,000 students receive

insixuctional program services during the regular school year and 3,000 are
served during the summer. The vast majority of these services are in Reading
or Oral Language Development. As in Chapter 1 and RAP, most of the

instructional help is concentrated on younger childrenabout 50% of these
are below grade 4. A significant effort is directed toward helping older

oh ldren complete high school graduation requirements, however. Over 1,000

migrant students are assisted in this way. An important non-instructional

service the program is intended to provide is in the health care of these
children. Almost 7,000 of them receive thorough health screen ngs or coup e

physical exams during the year.

The Transitional Bilin ual Instruction program (Bilingual) is designed

work with students for whom English is not theii native language. These

efforts are directed toward helping these students acquire the fluency with

the English language which will allow them to participate in the regular

classroan environment. Bilingual prog ams are conducted in 106 of the 299

school districts in Washington, and serve nearly 14,000 students. These

4507e 15
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students represent a wide variety of native languages' but three primary

languages aCccunt for more than two-thirds of the bilingual students

served---Spanish (40%) Cambodian (15%) and V etnamese (14%). Program

services are provided with varying em- asis on the student's native language

and English in Bilingual, ESL and Immersion methods of instructional delivery.

Special. Education program services are provided from both federal and

state funding sources to students qualifying under any of 14 handicapping

conditions. These conditions range from severe physical handicaps which

preclude participati
behavioral disorders

"mainstreaming" into

_ in regular classroom learning activities to mild

and specific learning disabilities for which

the basic education program is posib1e and usually

considered desirable for these students. Services are to include any

instructional and support assistance needed to provide these students w th an

appropriate public education. Student participation in Special Education

programs requires a formal and deliberate referral, assessment, and diagnostic

process unlike any other special program. Funds are allocated to schi

districts or intermediate service units (ESD's) based on the number

students identified through this process. Virtually all districts provide

these services. Exceptions occur only if a district does not identify a

single student as qualifying. Over 650000 students statewlde receive Special

Educat'on program services. State assessment data indicates that0 at

grad-s 4, 8 d 10 these students number about 2,000 or approximately 4% 'f

the students at each of th se grade levels. This is likely an underestimate

in that many Special Education students are not included in these c ssment

activities due to their handicapping condition.

4507e.



TABLE 3

Nurrber of Washington School Districts Providing
Programs for Special Needs Students

Number of
DiStCtS

Percent of
D tot riots

State Total 299

Districts -ith:
Chapter 1 Progr wins 281 94%

PAP Programs 278 93%

Special Ed Services 2244-* 99%*

Chapter 1 Migrant
Programs 60 20%

Bilingual Progr ains 106

* Funds are often allocated to a single cooperative educational agency which
provides services to several surrounding school districts. There are 224
districts 3r cooperatives providing services which sre available to virtuallyall districts in the State.

4507e 17
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Total Tested

Students in:

TAME 4

Number (and Percent) of Students Receiving Services
in Five Special Programs

Grade _Grade 8

51,888 54,987

Grade 10
All Grades
(1984-85)

60,644 741,130

Chapter 1 4,940 (9.5%) 1,804 ) 567 (1%) 59,734 (8%)

RAP 2,682 (5%) 1,279 (2%) 28,618 (4_

Special Ed 2,262 (4%) 2,489 (4%) 2,053 (3%) 66,222 (9%)

Migrant 297 (**) 82 (**) 67 (**) 6,980 (1%)

Bilingual 494 364 (**) 381 (**) 13,939 (2%)

RAP is not offered at grade 10.
Less than one percent.

In summary, Chapter 1 and RhP programs are the most milar of these

programs, in terms of the students they are intended to servethose

achieving below grade level, with no other specific learning i peirments.

Students in some of the less severe handicapping conditions in Special

Education---mild behavioral problem- and specific learning disabilities, for

exampl-- -may al_ this group. Clearly, the more severely

handicapped students present categorically different demands for educational

assistance. Bilingual and Migrant programs are also meaningfully different in

that they deal with students who cannot readily function in the basic

education program due to language deficiencies or lifestyles.

4507e 3
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From this view of program intents and partic petion, we turn to

information Which tells us hOw many special needs student- pa ticipate in

multiple programs and whether these patterns of participation encompass all of

these students special needs.

Are these prog7ams serving different special needs udents?

As already noted, the five special programs described above hal/P. their

origins in different legislative actions, and have varylng degrees of
difference in program intents and regulations. Given these differences, are

these programs reaching different segments of the special needs student

population in Washington? If they are, do these differences reflect different

educational needs of the students, or differences in the prog am s eligibility
requirenents? Do many students participate in more than chse of these

programs? Is there a generic "at risk" population of students who need a wide

variety of services, or are their distinctly different subpopulations of

studenus with different educational needs?

A "duplicated" count of students receiving services in the five special

programs includes over 175,000 or nearly one-fourth of Washington's public

sch -1 students. If there are students who participate in more than one

1, -gram, however, this is an inflated indication of the number of individual

children who are receiving special v.ogram services. A tabulation of students

who participate in one or more spec:a1 programs is presented in Table 5 for
grades 4, 8 and 10. Of all students tested at these grades, about 19% receive

assistance in one or more special programs in grade 4, 11% in grade 8, and 5%

grade 10. As noted earlier, this is likely an underestimate of the total
schoo1 population at these grades, s n_e many Special Education, Bilingual,

4507e



and Migrant students cannot participate in the state testing program for

reasons related to their special needs---handicapping condition, language

fluency, and transiency, respectively. Still, results of the state assessment

each year include nearly 90% of the students at each of these grades, and it

represents the only source of data on special program participation per child

currently availabae.

The decline in the number of children receiving special program services

at the higher grade levels is apparent in the figures in Table 5. Nearly

10,000 fourth grade students participate in one or more of the five special

programs. At grade 10, there are only 3,000. This is not indicative of fewer

children in need at these grade levels---the statewide average achievement at

grade 10 is not meaningfully different from that of grades 4 or 8. It is a

reflection of fewer special program resources available at the higher qrades.

For example Chapter 1 programs are typically targeted t- the elementary

grades, and RAP programs are restricted to grades 2-9. Exceptions are in the

Bilingual and Special Education program aceas. These programs serve roughly

the same number of students at all three grades.

The information in Table 5 also Shows that few of the students wlth

special needs participate in more than one special program. In general, over

85% of the students receiVing special program assistance are receiving it from

only one program. These proportions, based on the number of students

participating in one or more special programs, are given in Table 6. The

largest number of students participating in two programs is found in Chapter 1

and RAP programs in grade 4, and this amounts to only 6% of the 9,637 students

receiving special services at that grade level.

4507e
20
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TAME 5

Number of Students Part cipating
in Special Needs Prcgrams

Total number of
students receiving
special progrem

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 10
Number of % of all
Studen Students

Number of % of all
Students Students

Nnnber of a.

Students Student

services 9,637 19% 5,774 lit 3,062 5%

Number of students
participating in
one program

Chapter 1 only 3,897 9% 1,399 3% 509 1%
RAP only 1,867 4% 997 2%
Migrant only 152 ** 31 33 * *
Bilingual only 354 309 ** 344
ecial Ed only 2,042 3% 2 489 4% 1 710

TOTAL 8,312 17% 5,225 10% 2,596 4%

Number of students
participating in
two programs

Chapter 1 & RAP 592 1% 176 **
Chapter 1 &
Special Ed 220 ** 155 **

Chapter 1 &
Bilingual 142 51 ** 15

Chapter 1 &
Migrant 38 ** 2

Migrant &
Bilingual 41 22 ** 27
RAP & Special Ed 147 ** 73 ** *
RNP & Migrant 35 ** 12
RNP & Bilingual 63

TOTAL 1,278 2% 522 1% 52 1%

RNP is not offered at grade 10.
Less than one percent.

4507e 15



TAME 6

Percent or Special Needs Students Participating
in Single vs. Multiple Programs

Single Services

Grade_4 Grade 8 Grade 10

Chapter 1 only 40% 24% 17%
RAP only 19% 17% *
Migrant only 2% 1% 1%
Bilingual only 4% 5% 11%
Special Ed only 21% 43% 56%

TOTAL 86% 90% 85%

Dual Services
Chapter 1 & PAP 6% 3% *
Chapter 1 & Special Ed 3% 3% 1%
Chapter 1 & Bilingual 2% 1% 1%
RNP & Special Ed 2% * *

* RAP is not offered at ade 10.

Data presented in Tables 5 and 6 indicate, among other things, that there
is not much duplication of service across prograis for special needs
children. Again however, the proportions presented in Table 6 are based on

all students participating in at least one special programseme 9,637

students in grade 4; 5,774 in grade 8; and 3,062 in grade 10. If one looks at
a specific program and its participants, there are instances -f high program

overlap. For example, over one-third of the students receiving Chapter 1
migrAnt services are also receiving Bilingual program -ervices. Relative to
the entire special needs population, however, this is not a large number
percentage of children.

22
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Given that there is not a great deal of overlap among these programs in

terms of the students they serve, one might conclude that these are
categorically different progr s serving categor ically differ ent students. An

alternative interpretation is that the programs are serving similar groups of
students with similar educational needs, and that district administrators are
simply doing a good job of managing resou oes from several different prog ams
to serve as many of their special needs students as possilale. These

alternatives are difficult to disentangle, and the true state is likely
sernewhere in between. One way to address the question of similarity or

differences between s'4udents in these programs is to consider the one carrion
indicator of need they all she--academic achievement in the basic skill
areas.

Reading and Math test scores for special needs students participating in
one or two special programs are shown in Table 7. Scores are presented in
Normal Curve Equivalent (NOE) and Percentile (%ile) units. Several trends are

ident frm these data. First, students participating in more than one
program are lower achievers than those receiving assistance in just one. For

example, at grade 4 the average special needs student participating in one
program is achieving at the 20th percentile in Reading while those

parti 'plating in tux) programs average at the 12th percentile. This

discrepancy declines somewhat at higher grade levels in Reading but not in
Math. Even at grade 10 in Math, special needs students in one program score

at the 22nd percentile, while those in two programs score at the 16th
percentile.
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TAME 7

Achievement Status of Students Participating
in One or Two Special Prcgrams

Grade 4
NCE %ile

11!!qirla
One Program

Grade 8
NCE %ile

Grade 10
NCE %ile

Chapter 1 only 32 20 32 20 34 23
RAP only 33 21 31 19 * *
Migrant only 30 17 29 16 34 23
Bilingual only 38 28 22 10 22 10
Special Ed only 23 10 27 14 26 13

AVE. 32 20 28 15 29 16

Two Programs
Chapter 1 & RAP 30 17 33 21 *
Chapter 1 & Special Ed 24 11 26 13 25 12
Chapter 1 & Bilingual 23 10 19 7 **
Migrant & Bilingual 22 9 19 7 29 16

AVE. 25 12 24 11 27 14

Mathematics
One Program

Chapter 1 only 34 23 32 20 34 23
RAP only 37 27 33 21 * *

Migrant only 37 27 ** ** **
Bilingual only 48 47 41 35 41 33
Special Ed only 25 12 25 12 26

AVE. 36 25 35 24 34 22

Two Programs
Chapter 1 & RAP 32 20 28 15 * *
Chapter 1 & Special Ed 27 14 24 11 25 12
Chapter 1 & Bilingual 35 24 35 24 **
Migrant & Bilingual 34 22 23 10 33 21

AVE. 20 28 15 29 16

RAP is not offered at grade 10.
No statistics are presented because data are available on fewer than 10
students statewide.

24
4507e 19



There are also clear differences in the achievement profiles of students
participating in different special programs. In both subject area s, Special

Education students score meaningfully lower than students in the other

programs. Bilingual students at the higher grades are a notable exception to
this, but only in Reading, where their language comprehension difficulties
impair the._ performance on the test. When their Math scores are considered,

they are the highest achievers of all the students participating in special
programs---averaging as high as the 47th percent le. At all grades, students
paxticipating in Chapter 1 or RAP programs, but not both, show about the same

level of athievement in Reading and Math.

In general, the aPPe to be two levels of educational needs in the

basic skill areas represented by the special needs population of children in
Washington. One level is characterized by Chapter 1 and RAP students who are
achieving at the 20-25th percentile. A ither is represented by students in
Special Education---those who can be tested achieve at the 10-15th

reentile. There is a significant proportion of these, a well as Bilingual
and Migrant, studentz, however, for whom comparable data on these achievement

indicators cannot be presented. As previously noted, for reasons inherently
related to their special needs, such standardized test data are not available.

A review of the fundamental intents of these five programs suggests that
cognitive achievement needs represent only one diLiension of need for these
children. Bilingual progr am students need to acquire the English language

skills which will enable them to meaningfully participate in learning
act iv it ies in the basic educational program. Migrant students have

health-related need_ which are to be addressed using Migrant program
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resources. Certain handicapping conditions in Special Education are

characterized by important soci- tional needs. The status of these

students along these dimensions is often difficult to measure in any

standardized way, and is not routinely reported statewide.

Are all of the needs of these students being met effectively?

The number of students reportedly participating in one or m re of the "ve

special programs ranges from just under 20% to less than 5% in grades 4, 8

and 10. Given the earlier esti ates of the number of children in Washington's

schools who could be considered in need of special program assistance (see

Table 1), these numbers are quite lai This suggests that available resources

to serve special needs children are not sufficient under current definitions

of special needs and methods of providing services. In addition, the

declining proportion Of students served at higher grade levels by sone

programs is not reflective of less need at those grade levels. From data

already presented, it is aprarent that special program resources are severely

limited and that decisions must be and are being made a

concentrate them.

With a shortage of resources and no apparent decline in need, the

effective use of those resources is a critical concern. Of that portion of

the needy population receiving services, are these students needs being metV

Evaluation data available for Chapter 1 and RAP programs statewide

indicate that these students show significant achievement gains thrcugh their

achievement in the program ticularly at the early grade levels. Although

the e trends vary by subject matter and grade, students who enter the program

achi--ing at_ the 20-25th percentile typically advance to the 30th percentile

to where to

26
.: 4407e 21



or higher. many of these Chapter 1 and RAP students return to the basic

education classroom, achieving a goal much like that of the Bilingual

program. The transition of special needs students from special procffams to

the basic education classroom is a criterion of program effectiveness. Over

15% of the students receiving Bilingual program services meet the progr&m's

exit criteria to join the basic education classroom each year. Many of these

receive these services for more than one year, but only another 15% are served

in the program for more than three years.

Special Education and Migrant students may chm-acterize that portion of

the special needs population in Washington schools which possesses the widest

var iety of special needs. Students in Special Education programs typically

receive a wider range of instructional se vices as well. In a study conducted

in six school districts around the state, the number of subject areas ii which

Chapter 1, RAP, and Special Education students received assistance was

recorded. Table 8 contains a summary of these data. Over 80% of the Chapter

1 and RAP students received assistance in only one subject area. In Special
Education, this was true for only 12% of the students. More than 60% of the

Special Education students received help in three or more subject areas.

TABLE 8

Percent of Special Needs Students Receiving Assistance
One to Six Subject Areas in 6 Selected School Distr icts

One
Subject

Two
Subjects

Three
Subjects

Four
RuLlects

Five
Subjects

SiX
Subjects Total

Chapter 1 81% 14% 4% 1% 0 0 100%

RAP 84% 12% 3% I% 0 0 100%

Special Ed 22% 24% 32% 22% 1% 100%
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Active migrant students will often enter and leave a community and school

district for one or two months at a time, sometimes more than once a year.

They receive assistance in all subject areas. As many students receive health

and support services as instructional servicesnearly 7,000 each year.

Further ore, their p esence and educational needs are not confined to the

usual school year calendar. Almos:-. 3,000 migrant students receive

instructional support during the summer months.

Mobility frm district to district within the state is not confined to

students in Chapter 1 migrant programs. Although these are the children for

om such transiency is a part of their lifestyle, other children expe ience

this disruption in their social and educational developme t as well. For some

special needs students, it may mean that they no longer qualify for special
a

assistance given the population characteristics of their new enviroriment.

Chapter I, for example, the low achieving portion of the district population

consist of students scoring below the 25th pet:centile in one district or

as high as the 40th percentile in another. A student scor ng at the 35th

percentile would be considered in need of Chapter 1 in the latter district

but relative to the overall iwer achi_ ement in the former, he/she would not.

The incidence of students moving in and out of school districts throughout

the state is not trivial. In Table 9, the proportion of students initially

entering elementary schools at each grade level is smarter ized separately for

students participating in Chapter 1 program and the remainder of the student

population. In general, only 50%-6 0% of the students surveyed entered their

dist ts at kindergarten and remained there through fourth grade. Roughly

10% of these students were new to the districts in each successive grade

level. Differences between Chapter 1 and all other students in these mobility

rates are not large but begin to increase at higher grade levels.



TABLE 9

Percent of Chapter 1 and All Other Fourth Grade Stadents
Entering the District at Each Prior Grade

Grade Grade Grade Grade
Kindergarten 1 2 3 4 Total

Chapter 1 Students 52% 12% 11% 13% 12% 100%

All Other Students 58% 11% 9% 12% 10% 100%

Average 57% 11% 9% 12% 11% 100%

With this significant portiai of Wash ngton's students exhibiting such a

variety of educational and other needs, the effects of serving these students

are visible on ether members of the munity. Depending upon how and

where these services are provided, classroom teachers and other

students---that majority of the student population who do not exhibit these

special needsare also affected. To understand the effects of providing

these special services on the basic education classroom environment, we move

away from statewide statistics of participation and achievement, and toward

descriptions of the nature and extent of these services provided in schools

and classrooms.

How are the mpecial program services provided to those students who

qualify for them?

In general, e ach of the Special programs represented in this report fund

instructional staff to provide program services to eligible students. These

services can be in the form of direct instruction to the students, or in

assisting classroom teachers to work with Chem in the basic education

classroom. Direct instructional services to special needs students can be



provided within the regular classroom, or by using a "pull-- " systkm in

which those students participating in a special program leave the basic

education classroom for a portion of the day to receive the special assistance

they need.

Elementary school classroom teachers through- t the state reported whether

special program services are provided tO their students in the classroom,

pull-out, or both. Table 10 summarizes these results according to each

pecial program provided. Nearly 40% of the teachers indicated that they have

students pulled out of their classrooms for Chapter 1 or Special Education

services. Few teadhers report that special program services are provided

exclusively within their classrooms. A combination of pull-cut and in-class

strategies is store common than in-class alone for all special programs.

TABLE 10

Percent of Teachers Reporting Students
Rie ving Direct Services in Various Delivery Models, Grades 1-6

Pull-Out .1n7Class Combination

Chapter I 39% 7% 20%

RAP 19% 6% 12%

Spec al Ed 38% 5% 29%

Migrant 4% 1% 1%

Bilingual 11% 411 7%

Teachers surveyed in May, 1986 imlicated they have difficulty working With

special students needs ih their Classroom. A summary of their responses is

given in Table 11. Only 8% of the teachers said it was not difficult for them

to work wlth these students in their classrooms. The reasons most often given



were those of sheer numbers. Class sizes are already too large, there are too

many behavioral problems and there are too many special needs students in the

classroan. A second level of reasons had to do with inadequate materials,

training, and instructional aides for working with these children.

TABLE 11

Teacher Ratings of Diffiailty Working
with Special Needs Students in Classrcom, Grades 1-6

Number
Teachers

Percent
of Teachers

Very Difficult 121 22%

Difficult 225 39%

Sonewhat Difficult 179 31%

Not Difficult 46 8%

When asked about their satisfaction with the -ore cannon pull-out ser

provided to special needs children almost thre -fourths of the teachers

s rveyeA responded that these services were satisfactory or highly

satisfactory. Those that found them only somewhat or not at all satisfactory

expressed concerns for what the special needs students were missing in the

regular classrocn while they were pulled out, and the lack of coordination

between the curriculum of the pull-out program and the basic educati n

program. Many teachers also reported that stUdents did not receive enough

service and that too few were pulled out. These data are summarized in

Table 12.
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TABLE 12

Teacher Ratings of Their Satisfaction of Pullout Services
for Special Needs Children

Number
of Teachers

Pe rcent
of_ Teachers

Highly Satisfactory 166 31%

Satisfactory 223 41%

Sorrewhat Satisfactory 126 23%

Not Satisfactory 27 5%

Concerns raised by Washington's elementary school teachers reinforce the

predominare of the pull-out delivery mcdel for special programs, but they do

not indicate that it is their preferred method of service provision for these
students. Indeed, their reasons for having difficulty in rking with these

students within their own classrooms point to a lack of instructional support
in an already demanding classroom environ ent. On the average, these

elementary classrooms contain 27 students and there may be 5-10 students

needing special assistance on a given day. In some sthools and districts it

is sutetantially more, in others less.

Testimony from three districts attempting to bridge the gap between the

basic educational program and three of these categorical programs for students

with special need (Special Educaticn, Chapter 1 and RAP) offers some optimism

but only preliminary findings of success. Fostering a belief in the value of

educating students with special needs in the "least restrictive environment",

i.e., the regular classrocin, these districts have used special program

resources to provide early intervention and consultative support to classroom

teachers in working with their special needs students. School support teams



consisting of principals, school psychologists, categorical program teachers

and: classl am teachers work together to identify students who are experiencing

difficulty in the classroom before their learning problems b--ome so serious

as to require formal referral and diagnosis. Assistance, in the form of

materials, instructional strategies or direct services to the children, is

given to the classroom teacher by special program staff. Initial outcomes of

these efforts include substantial reductions in formal referrals to Special

Education and in pull-outs from the classroan for other special services.

Preliminary findings in these and six other dist icts indicate that classroom

teachers are highly satisfied witN the in-class pr vision of services and that

the special needs students receiving them are m2king satisfactory progress.

Lest these initially optimistic findings be over-interpreted, ho ever,

even these "pilot" efforts have encountered undesirable side-effects. while

they appear to be working well at the classroom and student levels, potential

funding and administrative consequences loom large in the future. These

districts have reduced pull-outs and formal referrals to Special Educati n.

The latter directly influences the funding received in Special Education,

while the former can indirectly lead to an erosion of resources over time.

Indeed, the full implications of such an integrated appr_ ch to providing

services to students with special needs must be examined. The advantage of

such coordinatiOn and integration is undoubtedly most pronounced at the

service delivery level. The varying leg -lative requirements of these

programs, in terms of targeting, staffing, and service delivery, can pose

administrative headaches at the local level which obstr t the provision of

the full array of Special services needed for s--e students. Examples of



these requirements are too numerous to fully document here, but they include:

1. Prov sion of RAP services in grades 2-6 must be in instructional
groupings of 5 or fewer students per instructor. This places
obvious limitations on the number of students served given
existing costs of staffing.

2. Differing testing requirements for selection, placement and
evaluation of students in the various special prOgrams can
result in burdensome tine commitments for staff and loss of
valuable instructional time for the students.

Only Special Education-certified staff can conduct diagnostic
testing on sbadents referred for such an assessment. This, too,
places limits on the number of children to be served given the
costs and availability of such highly trained staff.

4. In general, special needs students may not be served in the same
subject area by more than one program. The RAP/Special
Education relationship is even more restrictive. Students in
all but three handicapping conditions in Special Education are
prohibited from participating in RAP regardless of the subject
area in which they are receiving assistance.

5. The fOrmula for funding varies a great deal among programs. In
Chapter 1, it is based on district poverty levels. Migrant
funding is a proportion of Chapter 1 funding, even though the
intended recipients of the serviceS are not always in residence
to be included in the poverty assessment. Special Education
funds are based on the number of children formally identified as
qualifying for service, thus penalizing local efforts aimed at
early detection and preVention of serious learning difficulties.

Attempts at coordination of special programs at the local level are

evident throughout the state. These efforts are, by necessity, long term

ones. Smooth implementation of an integrated program delivery model is

ained gradually, and informative evaluation data, both process and outcome,

must also accumulate over time. While initial results are optimistic, they

have been obtained in only a few districts across the state, and are not

equally applicable to all five special prograns studied here. Bilingual and

grant programs, for example, offer meaningfully different demands for

l assistance which are not easily blended with other special needs

students in the regular classroom.
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Si.umary and Implications of Current Studies of Programs for Students with
Special Needs

The collection of special studies commissioned by the Office of the

Superintendent of Public Instruction, along with existing data collection and

reporting systems in the state of Washington provide a wealth of knowledge on

the education -f children with special educational needs throughout the

state. In this closing section, we will summarize this knowledge base and

suggest some of the implications of these findings for utilizing -pecial

program resources to meet the needs of this special population of students.

There is no sin le definition of edu- tional need which_adequately

describes students currentlY_receiving special program services. While some

of the special programs are more similar than others, the full population of

'at-risk" students portray an impressive variety of educational needs. These

needs range from severe physical handicaps and English language deficiencies

Which render average classroom perf rmance virtually impossible, to evidence

f below average achievement in a specific subject area whi.lh can be

remediated with supplementary instructional help.

1 .ro.ran concentrate their efforts in the earl elements

grades. Although data do not suggest that educational needs are greater at

these grades, educators are connitted to the belief that early intervention

offers the greatest chance of successfully remediating learning difficulties.

Only Special Education and Bilingual programs are exceptions. They serve .

roughly the same number of students at each grade level.

Evalaatiai data indicate that these programs are successful in imapailg

the education of students with special needs. In the Chapter 1 and RAP
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programs, assistance to students results in improved achievement in the basic

skill areas. In these and the Bilingual program, this success also effects a

tra_ ition for these students to the basic education classroom.

The pull-out model is the primary metnod of_special_prpgram service

delivery in Washington!s public schools Classroom teachers have diffiailty

dealing with special needs children in the basic education classroom because

their class sizes are already too large and too many Children require special

assistance. Still, teachers have concerns for the disruptive effects on many

of these children of removing them from the classroom environment for a

tion of the school day.

Districts throuhout the state are

ogram resources to best

to coordinate _thek -ecial

the needs of their c' 1 needs students.

Relatively few students with special educational needs participate in more

than one special program. While most Chapter 1 and RAP students rece ve

assistance in only one subject area, Chapter 1 students typically receive

Reading assistance, and RAP students receive Math. Special Education students

are significantly lower achievers than these students, and usually receive

help in three or more subject areas. The small percentage of students that

participate in more than one program demonstrate greater educational need in

terms of their test scores in the basic rkill area. Efforts toward

integrating the instructional suppozt given these students are in evidence

throughout the state. Preliminary results are promising, but the context in

which they have been obtained is limited.

There are undesirable consequences of these sPecial program coordination

and intgrat io- efforts which enalize the intended beneficiaries

o ram---students with ecial educational need Many of these conk equences

are rooted in the policies and regulations of the individual prog An



eventual decline in funding often accompanies local efforts which have been

successful in preventing serious learning problems from developing in some of

their special needs children. Similarly, movement away from pull-out

programs, which more visibly involve additional resources (reading labs,

special equipment, etc.), and toward in-class provision of services often

results in the gradual erosion of those resources for use with special needs

students. While early intervention and assistance in the Nleast restrictive

environment" (i.e., the classroom) are currently felt to be most beneficial

for students with special needs, the effects of these coordination efforts on

other students and teachers must be carefully studied.

Considering these findings and the existing matrix of special programs

related to a diverse population of students with special needs in Washington's

public schools, issues related bo p oviding special program services must be

examined at several different levels. These levels include the state

legislature, the state office of pnblic instruction, school districts and

ESD's, schools, classrooms, and individual students. No one wauld argue that

the most important of theSe are the students throughout Washington's schools.

Regulations and administrative policies under state control can be reviewed

toward the most equitable and efficient provision of these services

statewide. Delivery systems which make the best use of lo_-1 resources and

expertise to serve their particular group of special needs students can be

implemented in each school and district. In trying to meet these goals across

the State, the studieS synthesized here provide some guidance which take the

form of implicationS and recommendations for best providing an education for

the special needs students in Washington.
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Recommendation 1. Innovative methods of providing special program

services at the local level need time and support to develop into improved

practices in the education of sp _ial needs students. Design, impleme tation

and evaluation of these efforts must accumulate over time to meet local needs

and ensure their effectiveness. Statewide dissemination efforts must continue

to Bollow the identification of effective practices.

Recommendation 2. Districts are not all alike throughout the state.

Many have only two or three of the five special programs studied in this

report, and their student populat _ns differ a great deal. A Chapter 1

student may move from one district to another and no longer qualify for the

same assistance. The relatively few districts with large migrant student

populatiors face very different Challenges than those whoSe students with

special needs are largely served in Chapter 1 and Special Education. While

general statewide policies for special programs are needed, statewide efforts

at improving services for special needs students must not be confined to a

review and revision of legislation and regulations. Plans for improvement at

the local level can be designed which better match the student needs and

available resources in those local contexts.



Recommendation 3. Existing state initiatives and support for school
itmpouvement efforts can be utilized to in lude studies of special programs in
Sch "s and districts throughout the state. School management plans and self

sturies of sthool improvement can include informative descriptions of their
speial needs population, services provided, and evaluations of their
mZfctiveness. These efforts must continue at the local level. Just as the
coordination of spec i al programs is seeking to integrate instructional

ices in the regular classroom, so must local plans for school and

diett-ictwide improvement include their education of students with special
neecL_s.
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